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Abstract  
Currently there is wide spread support for the notion that communities need 
to create social capital if they want to remain sustainable. Research reveals 
the importance of engaging communities in collective action in an 
appropriate manner and of understanding the essence of every community. 
Each community is unique and will hold different perspectives and 
approaches to community problems, so behaviour change tools need to 
engage people at the grass roots level.  
The purpose of the study is to investigate the connection between high levels 
of privacy and social capital. The Highland Park study was undertaken to 
investigate the concept of sustainable communities within an ecological and 
social context exploring factors that may impact on water quality in 
neighbourhoods with medium to low-density housing. This paper discusses a 
proportion of the data gathered in the first phase of the study.  
The methodology was developed with reference to McKenzie’s (2001) 
community based marketing model, which involves working with the local 
community to identify barriers to sustainable behaviour. The first phase of 
the study utilised a focus group methodology and participant volunteers were 
drawn from the Highland Park catchment area at the Gold Coast.  
Privacy is an important human need and residents appeared to engage in a 
high degree of privacy behaviours in order to achieve their desired level of 
social interaction. Analysis revealed the importance of privacy in 
neighbourhood characteristics; in acts of neighbouring (social capital); in the 
degree of interactions with neighbours and what residents liked about their 
current home. However, the preliminary data suggested a possible connection 
between high levels of privacy and decreased social capital.  
1 The authors would like to acknowledge the assistance and support we have received for 
this research from Ms Gail Broome and Mr Evan Thomas of the Gold Coast City Council 
and from Mr Simon Ginn of the Queensland Department of Public Works.  
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Introduction  
For community members to be able to function to the best of their ability, they must be able 
to prosper and develop (McMillan & Chavis, 1986:15 & 16) through acquiring access to 
resources and in being free to pursue advantages (Coleman 1988 cited in Pope, 2001:1). A 
community environment needs to offer every individual access to opportunities (Coleman, 
1988) that improve their current position and quality of life, by providing the needs of the 
current generation (Robinson & Smallcross, 1999:72; Fien, 1997:21; Pope, 2001:1 & 2) 
while still living within the “carrying capacity of the supporting ecosystems.” Therefore, 
communities are important entities because they not only promote the survival of the 
human race but also encourage the formation of linkages and bonds with other community 
members (Waters & Crook, 1993:476 & 478). Communities are places where people get to 
know and care for one another (Kent et al, 1997:1) and communities also provide a ‘moral 
voice’ which is enacted by means of sanctions and through the encouragement of social 
norms (Waters & Crook, 1993:40; Pope, 2001:8; Cox, 2000:1 &105-106).  
Communities have often been described as ‘entities’ that are ‘imagined’ because they are 
associated with self, group, cultural and place identity (Anderson, 1998:15). Group identity 
is influenced by common ideas, knowledge and interests held by a particular group within a 
specific location (Anderson, 1998:15; Relph, 1976:4 & 45-46). Therefore, communities are 
defined according to common interests, their use and role in people’s experiences, beliefs, 
attitudes, values and future intentions and in how each community distinguishes itself 
symbolically (Cohen, 1985:12; Relph, 1976:43 & 47). A symbolic system refers to local 
cultural practices, which provide a specific landscape with a particular flavour, colour and 
texture that is enduring (McMillan & Chavis, 1986:11; Low & Altman, 1992:9; Riley, 
1992:16; Relph, 1976:30).  
Community settings provide a place where mutual exchange and reciprocal obligation 
(Coleman, 1988) and commitment to other people are important principles for the 
distribution of goods and services (Kenny, 1999:39; McMillan & Chavis, 1986:7 & 12). 
Society has a far better chance for survival if people become specialised and build 
relationships that rely upon interdependence between community members (McMillan & 
Chavis, 1986:13; Obst et al, 2002:121; Water & Crook, 1993:476; Garcia et al, 1999:728).  
However, recently it has become more difficult to conceptualise the modern Australian 
community due to the changing nature of local and global business patterns (Waters & 
Crook, 1993:6); the shifting demographics and the advent of new technology (Saunders et 
al 2001:4) and a higher rate of and varied mobility patterns (Brodsky & Marx, 2001:162) in 
combination with the diversity and fluidity of culture connected to globalisation (Waters & 
Crook, 1993:3). For sustainability to be achieved and maintained, all community actors 
need to develop and implement real policy measures that consider a whole range of factors, 
which bridge social capital and generate a cohesive society that is empowered to take 
collective action (Burton, 2000:249; Wills, 2001:2). Lyons et al., (2001) defined 
sustainable development as “the ability to initiate and control development, thus enabling 
communities to participate more effectively in their own density” (p. 1237). For 
communities to remain sustainable they need to invest in as well as create social capital. 
Therefore, there is an emerging body of evidence supporting the notion that social capital 
contributes significantly to sustainable development (Pretty, 1999:1-16; Wills, 2001:1).  
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Social Capital  
At the broader level of conceptualisation there has been little disagreement about the 
relevance of social capital, although there seems to be some confusion in how to obtain a 
true measure of social capital (Krishna & Shrader, 1999:4 & 5; Stone, 2001:2). There also 
appears to be confusion about how to determine what interaction of society and 
organisations can be attributed to the creation of social capital (Krishna & Shrader, 1999:4 
& 5; Stone, 2001:2). Therefore clear definitions and theory have been slowly forthcoming 
out of existing social capital research, however it is well recognised that current research 
provides a useful starting point for the development of conceptually sound measurement, 
which Cox suggests can “offer new insights” into how we can create and maintain a “more 
‘resilient’ and just society” (Cox, 2000:100-101). Consequently, social capital is a multi-
layered concept created through the many forms of interaction between people and can be 
considered a by-product formed out of the processes and quality of relationships enclosed 
in family, work, community and market structures within society (Cox, 2000:100). Social 
capital is not only made up of the combined effects of market structures, governments, 
communities and institutions, but it is the invisible and sticky substance that holds society 
together (World Bank, 1998 cited in Wills, 2001:16). This ‘glue’ (Cox, 2000:103) 
incorporates societies’ norms and shared values that are expressed in personal 
relationships, trust and through civic responsibility (World Bank, 1998, cited in Wills, 
2001:16). If community members cannot form a degree of identification with structures 
and processes of governance, cultural norms and social rules, then it may be impossible for 
societies to remain fully useful and operational (World Bank, 1998, cited in Wills, 
2001:16).  
The process of bonding can be used as a consolidated term for the various forms of trust 
people develop in relationships. Cox (2000) suggests that the value of trust can be 
measured as the ‘currency’ of social capital and the “absence or presence and level of trust” 
people develop in relationships will “determine what expectations people have about how 
other people will behave towards them” (p. 102). Therefore, interpersonal and group trust 
creates social capital and the creation of trust through ‘generalised reciprocity’ and mutual 
exchanges between people binds us together, encouraging the development of a cohesive 
society (Pope, 2001:2; Putman, 1993, 1995). Thus, the characteristics of social capital 
consist of social relationships, norms of trust and reciprocity, active participation, security 
and safety and value of life and these combined elements sustain civil society (Stone, 
2001:4; Bullen & Onyx, 1998:3 & 6; Wills, 2001:17).  
Group membership or group cohesion provides access to economic resources and a basis 
for collective community action (Cox, 2000:102; Wills, 2001:17). Using trust as our 
currency of social capital may be the best measure of the relationship processes and 
society’s ability to be flexible and rebound to a balanced state in times of change and 
adversity (Cox, 2000:101 & 103). Once trust is generated within relationships, it creates 
social capital and high levels of trust make it possible for people to work co-operatively 
towards solving collective problems (Cox, 2000:102-103).  
Privacy  
Although there has been considerable interest in privacy in recent years (Altman, 1975, 
1977; Archea, 1977; Kelvin, 1973; Newell, 1998; Pedersen, 1997; Laufer & Wolfe, 1977; 
Westin, 1967), which has advanced the theoretical development of privacy, there has been 
very little empirical investigation into multiple aspects of privacy or the multiple impacts 
that privacy may have on communities (Taylor & Ferguson, 1980:227). While privacy has 
been examined in relation to privacy regulation and place attachment (Harris et al., 1996);  
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cross cultural examination of privacy (Newell, 1998); home territory (Harris & Brown, 
1996); and privacy in relation to situational support and stress (Haggard & Werner, 1990) 
very little consideration has been given to the relationship between privacy regulation and 
decreased social capital.  
In gaining an understanding of privacy regulation we can refer to Altman’s (1975) 
definition of privacy “as selected control over access to the self or to one’s group” which is 
an “interpersonal boundary control process that paces and regulates interactions with 
others” (Altman, 1975, cited in Harris, et al 1996:287). There are four main functions of 
privacy postulated by Westin (1967) which he describes as (1) personal autonomy (2) 
emotional release (3) self evaluation; and (4) limited and protected communication 
(Pedersen, 1997:148). In addition there are four types of privacy including solitude, 
intimacy, anonymity and reserve (Gifford, 1996:174; Pedersen, 1997:148; Taylor & 
Ferguson, 1980:228).  
Privacy regulation involves a process that incorporates both elements of avoidance and 
approach behaviours (Harris et al., 1996:287). An individual’s desire for social contact may 
vary over time and on many occasions will be influenced by a particular set of 
circumstances or a particular setting, which motivates a person to regulate the contact 
‘congruent’ with the situation and their expressed desires at that point in time (Pedersen, 
1997:147; Harris et al., 1996:288). There clearly appear to be four themes related to 
privacy: the management of information about the self, the management of social 
interaction, the individual’s sense of control over their life, and the formation of a self 
identity (Gifford, 1996:174 & 180).  
Exploring the relationship between Privacy Regulation and Social Capital  
Group membership relates to the “feeling of belonging” and of “being part of the group” 
and of having formed ‘identifications’ with the community (Obst et al 2002:89). 
Membership is also concerned with boundaries, which mark out who belong and who are 
outsiders in a particular location (McMillan & Chavis, 1986:9). Putman’s theories of group 
membership (1993, 1993a, 1995, 1996 & 1998, and cited in Pretty (1999: 3)) speak of trust, 
norms and networks and their capacity to result in mutual benefit to all group members. 
Consequently, boundary setting is an inevitable part of group membership; however, it may 
be that the act of privacy is an additional boundary placed on group members themselves.  
When people are willing to share their real identity with other community members it 
means that they feel safe and secure within the group and have built trust from their 
relationships with others (McMillan & Chavis, 1986:10). However, when individuals are 
unwilling to fully share themselves with other group members their negative response may 
create distrust and undermine group cohesion. High levels of privacy may reduce the 
opportunity to gather information from daily social interaction with others, thus reducing 
the development of common interests and the ability to form trusting relationships.  
Failure to bond to a place and its people may decrease a person’s ability to identify with 
others, effectively weakening social ties and reducing their sense of belonging to the 
community. This may even reduce an individual's ability to exert influence over the 
collective, which will limit their sense of power over group activities. Attachment only 
occurs where residents take the time to talk and work together and develop a shared history 
brought about through participation in community activities (McMillan & Chavis, 1986:13 
& 14: Cox, 2000:103; Kearns & Parkinson, 2001:2013). Therefore privacy may 
substantially reduce the opportunity to engage in collective action. It may be that this type  
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of behaviour undermines social linkages that bind society together, effectively reducing the 
stocks of social capital within that community setting. High levels of privacy may reduce 
people’s ability to feel emotionally safe and secure and in this situation people may feel 
less likely to reveal their real selves to others and may most likely reduce their willingness 
to take risks in social situations. The purpose of the paper is to investigate the relationship 
between privacy and social capital.  
Methodology  
The methodology was developed with reference to McKenzie-Mohr’s (2001a; 2001b, 
2001c) community based marketing model, which involves working with the local 
community to identify barriers to sustainable behaviour. The overall study involves two 
phases and incorporates two research strategies in order to gather data from various sources 
and to build on this local knowledge. The first phase utilises a focus group methodology 
and the second phase will collect data through a large-scale resident survey. This article 
focuses on the results of the focus group.  
Highland Park catchment area at the Gold Coast was chosen for the study because of the 
location, resident demographic and recency of development. The demographic profile of 
the Highland Park estimated resident population as at the 30
th 
June 2000 was 4,091 persons 
with a higher proportion of persons under the age of 40 years (approx. 69.2%). The 
proportion of residents 65 years and over residing in the catchment area was 6.4% (Donkin, 
2000:3).  
The structure of housing in the Highland Park area can be characterised as low density 
detached dwellings and the separate houses comprise 90.5% of all private dwellings. There 
are no flats, units or apartment dwellings in Highland Park and the area contains 9.2% of 
semi-detached dwellings or townhouses (Donkin, 2001:9).  
The Participants  
Participants for the current study were drawn from the Highland Park catchment area. A 
letter of introduction to the project was delivered to each household in the catchment area. 
The introductory letter explained the project in detail and extended an invitation to 
participate.  
Residents who were interested in joining the focus group contacted the Gold Coast City 
Council and volunteered their time. The criteria for participation in the focus group were 
that members be over the age of 18 years and reside in the Highland Park Catchment area.  
The focus group consisted of eleven participants, including seven males and four females. 
The median age was 51 (with ages ranging from 18 to 76 years) and all of the participants 
lived in single detached dwellings located within the catchment area. The participants 
represented three household types consisting of five couples without children, five couples 
with children, and one single-person- household.  
Ethical Clearance  
The team obtained ethical clearance from Queensland University of Technology’s Human 
Ethics Committee.  
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Data Collection  
A focus group lasting two hours was held to collect data for Phase 1 of the study. The focus 
group technique was used, utilising open-ended questions in a group discussion format. 
This technique was selected as an appropriate tool to gather information on issues about 
which we had little understanding. To the best of our knowledge, residents of this 
catchment have not previously been asked their views on community and neighbourhood 
life or their interactions with the natural and built environment. In addition, we did not 
have basic information on possible internal and external barriers to engagement in 
sustainable behaviour.  
Group discussion was facilitated by one researcher, observed by a second and transcribed 
by a third researcher. The participants were asked to express their views on their local 
natural environment, neighbourhood and home. Responses to topic areas were recorded on 
butcher paper and audiotaped. The information gathered was openly displayed so 
participants could view the responses.  
The group explored issues of environment, social capital and housing. We will discuss a 
portion of these topics in the present paper. The questions on social capital put to the focus 
group concentrated on drawing out the perceived quality of social relationships between 
residents and the community. The residents were asked to comment on whom they trusted, 
who were their support networks, how they interacted with neighbours and whether they 
expected people would reciprocate acts done in kind. The questions were concerned with 
neighbourhood characteristics and the community attributes.  
Analysis  
Qualitative content analysis was used as a basis for analysing this data. Core categories 
were identified through the reading of the respondents’ responses. The categories were 
identified as those broad categories that reappeared consistently throughout the discussion. 
Two researchers repeatedly read the transcripts until agreement was reached that the 
chosen core categories were ones that clearly emerged from the data.  
The entire data set was coded under the four core categories, including natural 
environment, built environment, interaction with neighbours, and responsibility for 
environment. Two researchers coded the data set independently, which also assisted the 
process of consistently identifying sub-categories.  
Results  
Interaction with Neighbours  
The participants described their neighbourhood as “including structures, services, houses, 
and the physical landscapes”. Thus, to them the neighbourhood included the built 
environment aspects of the catchment. In contrast, they defined their community as 
including the people and the social interactions of the residents. The community of 
Highland Park was described as:  
Has a village like atmosphere where people walk in the mornings and casually 
talk on the street interface.  
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The friendly interactions amongst the residents were valued as they felt the area was 
friendly and welcoming. Most interactions with residents were limited to casual greetings 
and friendly waves and many indicated that they interacted informally with some of their 
immediate neighbours and residents in their street. These interactions with neighbours were 
also described mainly as casual relationships, such as greetings and speaking to neighbours 
over the fence.  
I interact with people I meet on my walks – I say Hi to various age groups.  
These friendly interactions with neighbours instilled a sense of security. Neighbours 
appear to ‘look out’ for each other’s property and for strangers in the area.  
We have our own neighbourhood watch – when people go on holidays, they 
water the gardens, feed pets and keep a secure eye on the place.  
One participant indicated that he was involved in the local school and developed social 
relationships with other parents, while two other individuals were members of local 
community groups. Most residents indicated that they were not involved in regular 
community activities, but they felt a strong connection to the catchment area, particularly 
to the natural environment.  
Natural environment is a part of whether you feel a sense of community, for 
some this is a big part of feeling a sense of belonging.  
Trust was an issue with the participants. Neighbours and residents living in the street 
were most commonly cited as being trustworthy. Shopkeepers, doctors and others service 
providers were also perceived as being trustful. However, the participants felt that young 
people were a significant problem for the area, due to perceived gang, drug and car racing 
activities.  
Young people between 12 and 17 years walking the streets at night makes you 
feel nervous.  
Another group in the community that was not trusted was that of residents living in the 
townhouses and duplexes. These residents were viewed as using offensive language in 
public and generally behaving in unsociable ways.  
Some adults in supermarket, also ‘parasite park’ low-income residents cannot 
be trusted, they live in block of units in low-income area and have poor 
language.  
.  
Nevertheless, the greatest value expressed in relation to interactions with neighbours was 
that they did not often interact with them. Privacy was highly valued by the participants 
and a main reason for living in the area.  
I don’t want to be impacted by others.  
I enjoy interaction with other residents, but value my privacy.  
I highly value my personal privacy.  
Reasons for choosing current house  
Privacy was considered an important feature that attracted most residents to purchase 
their current home. Home ownership proved to be an essential ingredient in combination 
with better quality housing, neighbourhood quality and ease of access to open green space 
in providing ease of privacy regulation. Spacious living and larger building blocks were 
also  
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neighbourhood qualities that attracted people to live in the area. The built environment 
also aided ease of privacy regulation, particularly cul-de-sac street designs, which limited 
through traffic to immediate residents.  
I enjoy absolute privacy the location offers.  
The house is well spaced from neighbours.  
The house offers 980 sq metres of spacious living and privacy.  
The house is located on a cul-de-sac street design.  
Discussion  
From participants’ responses, it appears that they were following the current trend of 
affluent households seeking locations that offer a higher quality of life and highly-
privatised lifestyle (Rogerson, 1999: 16; Berry, 2001: 10; Sites, 2000: 4 & 7). One 
consequence of their high-privacy lifestyle may be socio spatial polarisation at the local 
level (Berry, 2001: 10). The community appears to be divided into two main areas, one 
housing the more marginalised groups and the remaining area housing the more affluent 
residents.  
The division of the area may be seen within the concept of trust. Trust was an issue with 
the participants and while their immediate neighbours living in the street were most 
commonly cited as being trustworthy, most other residents were not. Young people were 
particularly targeted as untrustworthy because of the perceived threat of their gang, drug 
and car racing activities, which most participants felt was a significant problem for the 
area. The data indicated that low levels of trust were present within the community, which 
was demonstrated in the residents’ anxious and reserved behaviour they displayed 
towards young people.  
Another community group that was not trusted was that of the residents living in the 
townhouses and duplexes. These residents were viewed as using offensive language in 
public and generally behaving in unsociable ways. It was evident that both groups were 
considered to be outsiders who did not hold group membership because of their perceived 
lack of contribution to society or ability to meet the commonly agreed to norm of social 
behaviour. The evidence suggested that while there was limited cohesion within the 
immediate residential block, it did not extend to the wider community. The data suggests 
that because the residents were wary of this group of residents that they may exhibit low 
levels of trust towards them, effectively reducing the stocks of social capital within the 
community setting. Cox (2000) suggests that low levels of trust can be displayed in 
‘hostility’ towards others or in using them as ‘scapegoats’, which seems to support the 
current evidence (p. 106).  
The perceptions and beliefs that the participants held towards these two outside groups 
appear to be created out of a social narrative held within society that reinforces negative 
perceptions of these groups. From the data gathered, it seems that the participants 
observed these groups from a distance showing much reserve towards them. The 
participants’ attitudes and comments demonstrated that they didn’t create opportunities to 
talk to or work with other residents living in the community.  
This observation supports the idea that when people fail to talk and work together they 
never have the opportunity to create a shared history, decreasing the opportunities to 
develop trust, which allows for bonding to take place. It was clear that the participants’ 
highly privatised and affluent lifestyle did not encourage daily interactions with people 
outside their immediate residential block. Such reservation towards others reduces the  
9  
development of common interests and shared histories and therefore may limit the 
development of an emotional connection thus reducing social ties, which may influence 
people’s ability to identify with others.  
The evidence suggests that out-group distrust reduces the linkages between residents 
impeding the development of trust, which may have a devastating effect on the formation 
of bonds between people. Failure to bond does not allow common norms of behaviour 
such as reciprocity to occur (Berry, 2001:10). Consequently, the absence of trust reduces 
the opportunities for people to participate in the norms of generalised reciprocity and 
exchanges between people (Berry, 2001:10).  
When people are familiar with a neighbourhood in terms of social interaction, they may 
be more able to predict social ‘encounters’ accurately (Kearns & Parkinson, 2001:2106). 
However, given the data, it may also be that when people have a perception of reduced 
commonalities with others, they may become less familiar with others. It is presumed that 
when people feel insecure and uncomfortable in their day-to-day interactions with others 
they may practice more reserved behaviours towards others. People may exhibit this 
behaviour because they have less confidence or trust in how the people around them will 
behave towards them (Cox, 2000:102).  
Therefore it can be argued that high levels of solitude and anonymity achieved through 
the process of excessive control of access to self will only result in reducing the 
enjoyment and satisfaction gained out of social interaction, thus limiting the opportunities 
to bond and develop warm trusting relationships. Low levels of trust may develop where 
individuals fail to build strong bonds with other community members. When people fail 
to build strong trusting relationships with others they effectively reduce the opportunity to 
create a shared emotional connection, to discover common interests and learn to tolerate 
and respect differences in others (Cox, 2000:103). An emotional connection can only be 
brought about through building shared histories accumulated through the process of 
participation and identification with other members of society (McMillan & Chavis, 
1986:9).  
While high social cohesion builds solidarity creating social capital, some cohesive groups 
produce distrust because they are ‘inward looking’. Groups with low levels of social 
capital exhibit high levels of distrust of strangers and fear of the “other’ and place strong 
sanctions on those who do not conform to group beliefs and behaviours. Cox (2000) notes 
that distrust can lead to a sense of unfairness (Cox, 2000:105; Sobels, et al., 2001:67). In-
group trust that is built on conformity and exclusion and distrust of the ‘other’ is not 
‘resilient’ or transferable trust because it is only used in particular situations and at certain 
times and does not return trust (Cox, 2000:105). When trust is not returned it will affect 
all group participants, who may react by not participating in mutual exchanges because 
neither party receives a return from their social interaction.  
However, group cohesion was also a problem within the residents’ immediate residential 
block because they highly valued their privacy, the greatest value expressed in relation to 
interactions with neighbours was that they did not often interact with them, reducing the 
opportunities to bond and form trusting relationships. Although most residents were 
willing to participate in neighbourly acts connected to Neighbourhood Watch, the 
evidence indicated that this interaction was not based on intimate relationships but more 
through reciprocal obligation between group members. Even though there seems to be a  
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limited sense of community and social capital within the immediate neighbourhood block, 
this did not appear to extend to the whole community.  
Low levels of trust may block communication and make it more difficult to arrive at any 
form of agreement between group members (Cox, 2000:104). Also, low levels of trust 
may have a negative impact on how communities deal with risk and change (Cox, 
2000:105). For individuals to develop a high level of trust they must get to know one 
another and discover other people are just like them (Cox, 2000:105). Therefore low 
levels of trust may reduce the stocks of social capital because there is very little mixing 
with other community subgroups, promoting a highly stratified community, as the 
evidence suggests (Cox, 2000:107). For there to be high levels of social capital, groups 
need to be aware of the needs of others and be willing to compromise and accommodate 
their needs, which relies upon the bonding process and the building of trust (Cox, 
2000:101).  
When interpersonal trust and group trust is depleted, the social capital currency such as 
trust may fade away and society may not be able to handle change and adversity (Berry, 
2001:10; Cox, 2000:103 & 105: Pope, 2001:3). Therefore, decreased social capital and 
trust may reduce the instances of reciprocity and mutual exchange between people 
making the collective less cohesive and willing to participate in community action. 
Reduced bonding may decrease people’s sense of belonging, and identification with the 
collective, effectively reducing their ability to feel a sense of community. When societies 
are less cohesive they do not provide a solid basis for collective action, which is essential 
for the protection and promotion of the common good (Wills, 2001:117).  
Communities with low social capital will have difficulty managing problems and 
conflicts, because the essential factor of trust between community members is missing 
(Cox, 2000:103). According to Sobel et al (2001) social capital is created only “when 
people work at a scale that is appropriate for the maintenance of effective, trusting 
personal relations” (p.273), which, as indicated by Bourdieu (1986), requires people to 
maintain close physical ties and strong social and economic connections. When 
individuals manage to work together at an appropriate scale that enables effective 
linkages to be maintained, then this interaction and community connection develops 
social ties, which has the capacity to create social capital (Sobels, et al., 2001:273). When 
people work in close proximity to one another it enables and encourage the attainment of 
goals, agreement to be reached and a degree of closure (Coleman, 1990; McMillan & 
Chavis, 1986) or proximity (Bourdieu. 1986) to community issues. Working at an 
appropriate scale can also minimise the loafing factor in-groups encouraging effective 
group learning (Sobels, et al., 2001:273). However it is argued that an excessive level of 
selective control does not permit social interactions to occur at an appropriate scale that 
encourages or maintains strong social linkages, discouraging the formation of close-knit 
ties, which has the effect of reducing trust and social capital.  
While there can be agreement about the importance of privacy to each individual, as 
everyone needs a certain amount of privacy to aid the development of our self-identity 
and in achieving a feeling of emotional well-being (Pedersen, 1997: 147), over-regulation 
of privacy can only increase solitude and anonymity. An increase in solitude and 
anonymity can only result in a reduction of the enjoyment and satisfaction gained out of 
social interaction, which has the effect of reducing social ties, decreasing bonding and 
inhibiting the development of trust, effectively reducing the stocks of social capital. The 
development of trust relies upon people being able to develop a feeling of well-being and 
a sense of satisfaction with the community and in being able to identify themselves with  
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the community and its residents. Once people feel a sense of belonging they can form 
trusting relationships with others, which effectively creates social capital. Therefore, it is 
proposed that this state will heavily rely upon an individual's ability to regulate their 
privacy needs by maintaining a balance between total ‘invasion of privacy’ (Pedersen, 
1997) by others and too little contact with others.  
Conclusion  
In this analysis of privacy regulation in relation to social capital, we speculate that the 
implication of a high level of privacy is that it reduces social ties, bonding and trust, 
which effectively reduces the stocks of social capital.  
The main benefits that residents get from high degrees of privacy may be a feeling of 
emotional security and safety. Privacy may also provide a setting to process daily 
information and to fit that information in a logical format that fits with the person’s 
worldview. Another benefit which privacy may have offered the participants in this study 
was as an aid in the formation of their self-identity.  
The evidence gathered from the focus group speculates a relationship between a high 
level of privacy and reduced levels of social capital. However, there are still many 
questions that need to be answered by future research. The research team will further 
investigate these observations by gathering data in a larger survey that will be conducted 
in the second phase of the study early in 2003.  
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